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l. Introduction

The adoption of new technologies, given the compétitive advantages that it provides, takes

on additional importance in the current context of business expansion and market

globalization (Williams and Novack, 1990; Blois, 1988; Meredith, 1987; Thurow, 1987).

Small manufacturing firms, vulnérable as they are to the increasing compétitive pressures,

are faced with a technological challenge. The delay observed in the adoption of new

technologies could, in certain sectors, place the very survival of thèse companies into

question (McMillan, 1987).

Much research has demonstrated the profound influence of the chief executive officer

(CEO) on the stratégie orientation of his firm (Miller and Toulouse, 1986b) and particulariy

on the adoption of innovations (Quinn, 1985b). Nevertheless, our current level of

knowledge does not permit us to define with any degree of précision the CEOs distinctive

characteristics and fundamental rôle in the adoption process or the actual form his influence

takes during the adoption décision of new technologies.

It is therefore proposée! to make an in-depth study of certain characteristics of CEOs, in

light of their primary importance during the adoption of new technologies, especially in the

context of small and medium-sized manufacturing firms.

2. Theoretical background and empirical évidence

At the général level, the link between chief executive officers and their firms is intuitively

obvious. However, it is surprising how little empirical research bas been done on this

subject, whether in large companies (Beatty and Zajac, 1987) or in the smaller ones

(Castaldi, 1986).



In the context of small and medium-sized companies (SMBs), no study of stratégie activities

can be carried out without taking into account the character of the CEO, as it will inevitably

influence the stratégie orientation of the firm (Adler, 1989; Mintzberg, 1988). The adoption

of new technologies cleariy falls into the realm of stratégie activities (Shrivastava and Grant,

. 1985) and as such should be considered a topic of great interest. Yet, the link between

technology adoption and CEO characteristics has not been demonstrated empirically in the

spécifie context of small business.

2a. The influence of the CEO on the adoption of new technologies

The CEOs influence on the adoption of new technologies is paramount. In the case of small

companies, the CEO is not only usually the first person to think of introducing information

technologies, but he is also the one who makes the actual décision to computerize the

company (Lefebvre et al., 1989). Even in very large compames and in the more général

context of new technology adoption, the CEO plays a very active rôle (ECC, 1987; Maidique

and Hayes, 1984; Roberts, 1969). In the course of an empirical study conducted in the

hospital sector, Meyer and Goes (1987) concluded that innovations are more likely to be

adopted and implemented within an organization's structures if the executive offîcers in

charge of them are influential.

However, one also fînds the opposite type of situation: one in which the CEOs influence

is négative and constitutes one of the main obstacles to new technology adoption.

Numerous researchers have deplored this situation, including Meyer and Goes (1987),

Munro and Noori (1987), Bakos and Treacy (1986), Davis (1986), Skinner (1985, 1984,

1983), and Hayes and Wheelwright (1984). Comparative studies have also been carried out

on the attitude of CEOs towards innovations. Some of them compare American and

Japanese CEOs (Hayes and Wheelwright, 1984; Christiansen and Hogendorn, 1983;

Marsland and Beer, 1983; Schonberger, 1982; Baranson, 1981; Hayes, 1981; Pascale and

Athos, 1981; Wheelwright, 1981; Cole, 1980; Ishida, 1980) while others compare American
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and German business leaders (Hayes and Wheelwright, 1984; Child et al., 1983; Limprecht

and Hayes, 1982; Lawrence, 1980). All of them conclude that in North America top

management is less well disposée! to the adoption of new technologies than elsewhere.

Insofar as everything seems to confirm that, in certain situations, the CEO is one of the

main obstacles to the adoption of new technologies, it is clearly necessary to study his

contribution in more détail, examining four cmcial aspects: his personal characteristics, his

attitudes and personality traits, the peculiarities of his decision-making process, and the

structural properties of the organization that are related to hîs influence.

The following paragraphs draw heavily on the innovation literature, since the adoption of

new technologies is essentially one form of process innovation (Pennings, 1987).

2b. The CEOs personal characteristics and the adoption of innovations

A review of the literature shows three especîally striking characteristics that play a rôle here.

According to Jarymiszyn, Clark and Summers (1985), the characteristics that most hurt a

CEOs performance are lack of expérience with a particular firm, lack of expérience with

manufacturing (as opposed to administrative) ftinctions, and lack of exposure to product or

process technology.

The first of thèse three characteristics, i.e. the excessive mobility of upper-level managers

in America, has been specifically denounced by Hayes and Abernathy in a landmark article

entitled "Managing our Way to Economie Décline" (1980). The authors observe that

companies tend to fill their senior executive positions with managers drawn from outside the

firm. According to certain observers in other countries, for whom the idea of a long career

with one company is completely natural, senior executives in America seem to be playing

musical chairs, jumping from firm to firm. This mobility on the part of senior managers is

said, among other things, to result in décisions based on inadequate and incomplète

information and a tendency to plan only for the short term.
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The previous employment expérience of the CEO, as well as his académie background,

which are generally not technically oriented, may constitute an obstacle to the adoption of

new technologies (Dean, 1987; Bakos and Treacy, 1986; Benjamin et al., 1984; Gerstein and

Reisman, 1982; Hayes and Wheelwright, 1984; Kantrow, 1980). Thèse two factors could be

considérée! as cmcial since accôrding to McMillan (1987) and Foster (1986), there can be

no greater priority for the top management of tomorrow's high performing enterprises than

an understanding of technological innovation.

Thèse three personal characteristics of the CEO, which correspond to what we might call

his identity card, will be measured by means of the sue research variables presented in

Figure l (the first set of independent variables).

2c. The CEOs attitudes and personality traits

Certain of a CEOs attitudes, what Skinner (1985) calls his mind set, are not conducive to

new technology adoption: a marked aversion to risk (Litvack and Warner, 1987; Munro and

Noori, 1987; Hayes and Wheelwright, 1984), and a négative attitude towards change in

général and technological change in particular (Julien et al., 1988; Nasbeth, 1973).

This fear of risk can be explained in part by the CEOs perception of his control over the

situation (Simon, 1979). Thus, there is a direct link between a lack of familiarity with

technology on the part of the CEO and his perception of the risks and opportunities

associated with it, which suggests that there is an interrelationship between the CEOs

Personal characteristics and his attitudes. On the other hand, a proactive attitude, or one

of acceptance of product and/or process innovation, on the part of the CEO will tend to

faveur innovations (Khan and Manopichetwattana, 1989).

With regard to the CEOs personality traits, the notion of locus of control has often been

associated with entrepreneurial behaviour (Brockhaus, 1982b, 1975; Shapero, 1975; Durand
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and Shea, 1974) and bas recently been identified as an influence on the innovative nature

of a firm (Khan and Manopichetwattana, 1989; Miller and Toulouse, 1986a, 1986b; Miller

et al., 1982). The locus of control (Rotter, 1966) reflects an individual's perception of the

degree of control he is able to exercise over the events affecting him. Thus, a person whose

locus of control is internai will be convinced that his own efforts have allowed him to change

the course of events, whereas a person whose locus of control is external will be certain that

destiny, fate or chance direct events. According to Miller et al. (1982), there is a positive

corrélation between the propensity to innovate and CEOs who give évidence of having an

internai locus of control. This association has been demonstrated empirically in their work

as well as in other, more récent, studies (Khan and Manopichetwattana, 1989; Miller and

Toulouse, 1986a, 1986b).

Another personality trait, the need for achievement, has traditionally been associated with

entrepreneurial qualifies (Brockhaus, 1982a, 1980; McClelland, 1961), although récent

empirical results provided by Roberts (1991, 1989) strongly challenge this association in the

case of technological entrepreneurs. Furthermore, this quality does not necessarily entail

success (Khan and Manopichetwattana, 1989) nor the adoption of innovations (Miller and

Toulouse, 1986a).

One final character trait of leaders that is salient in the literature is their social and

intellectual flexibility (Kets de Vries and Miller, 1984). This trait is closely linked to certain

of the company's characteristics, as well as to certain aspects of the decision-making process.

CEOs who are more flexible are generally found in companies which have a more informai

structure and in which the decisiàn-making process is more intuitive and risk-oriented

(Miller and Toulouse, 1986b). Still, the association between CEO flexibility and innovation

is far from significant (Miller and Toulouse, 1986b).

2d. The CEOs decision-making process and the adoption of innovations

The very way in which the décision to adopt new technologies is made can be one of the
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strongest influences on the adoption process, according to several authors (Dean, 1987;

Meyer and Goes, 1987; Pennings, 1987). As the CEO has considérable influence on the

adoption of new technologies, it is logical to conclude that his involvement in the différent

stages of the decision-making process is of primary importance.

Rogers (1983) has proposée! one of the best-known models of the innovation adoption

process. According to Rogers, the process can be divided into five stages: becoming aware

of the innovation under considération, forming a favourable or unfavourable attitude

towards it, deciding to adopt, implementing the innovation, and, finally, deciding whether

or not to keep the innovation after it has been implemented. In the context of the adoption

of process innovations, we are especially interested in the first three stages. Meyer and

Goes (1988) propose that there are two stages to the process of deciding whether to adopt

an innovation: the "intelligence" stage and the "évaluation/choice" stage. We will use this

dichotomy in our examination of the CEOs decision-making process.

In the "intelligence" or research stage, systematic scanning of information, both internally

and externally, is of the utmost importance. Many CEOs have a tendency to delegate thèse

"technical détails", which mns counter to the emphasis that many authors place on the

involvement of top managers in the process, whether in the demain of information

technologies (e.g. Bakos and Treacy, 1986) or production technologies (e.g. Farley et al.,

1987; Meredith and Hill, 1987; Judson, 1984). Furthermore, it appears that not only are

innovative ideas likely to arise in a context of greater sensitivity to the environment (Miller

and Friesen, 1982; Utterback, 1971; Aguilar, 1967), but leaders of innovative firms give

greater importance to a more widespread internai and external search for information (Khan

and Manopichetwattana, 1989; Julien et al., 1988).

In the "evaluation/choice" stage, many CEOs appear to place too much emphasis on

short-term profitability (Ginzberg and Vojta, 1985; Hayes and Wheelwright, 1984; Skinner,

1984; Harris et al., 1983; Hayes and Abernathy, 1980). This emphasis on short-term profit

hinders the adoption of new technology. Basing themselves on an empirical study of 800
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CEOs of large American companies, Harris et al. (1983) conclude that top managers who

do not get involved in the technological process tend to underestimate the financial

resources to be allocated to research-related activities and to favour those divisions that are

likely to bring in immédiate profits.

As well, certain authors have noted that the financial measures used to evaluate thèse

profits are inadequate. For example, Dearden (1969), in a classic study, reviews the

dysfunctional aspects of the emphasis on ROI (Return on Investment). For his part, Kaplan

(1983, 1984a, 1984b) denounces the use of financial indicators derived from the accounting

System, observing that they only signal short-term increases in profits. In the long term,

firms may be reducing their économie power and their productive capital.

Many researchers (in particular, Kumar and Loo, 1988; Finnie, 1988; Hayes and Garvin,

1982) think that the financial évaluation techniques used during the course of the décision

to acquire new manufacturing technologies constitute in themselves major obstacles to the

process. Meredith and Hill (1987) qualify this position by suggesting that certain approaches

to justifying new production technologies in particular are more appropriate in view of the

level of complexity and intégration of the more advanced production technologies.

In this analysis we will hold that a planning horizon more orientée! towards the long term

referred to here as futurity, methods of analysis less oriented towards the accounting of

financial aspects and greater awareness of the firm's strategy on the part of the CEO are

positively correlated with a firm's innovative character.

2e. Structural characteristics linked to the CEOs influence and the adoption of

innovation

The stmctural characteristics of most interest to our research are those that are strongly

influenced by the firm's CEO and that may ultimately lead to the adoption of new

technologies.
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The CEOs influence on the organizational stmcture of his firm is well known in the

literature, especially when it comes to small companies (D'Amboise, 1989; Julien and

Marchesnay, 1988). Some authors have gone even further and have demonstrated

empirically the relationship between certain personality traits of the CEO and certain

organizational configurations (Miller and Toulouse, 1986a; Miller and Drôge, 1986; Kets de

Vries and Miller, 1984; Miller et al., 1982).

Many researchers have also shown the importance of certain spécifie organizational

characteristics relative to the innovative capacity of fîrms. Thus, technocratization, i.e. the

degree of technical and scientific knowledge to be found in a firm, is the characteristic most

often associated with the adoption of technological innovations (Collins et al., 1988; Julien

et al., 1988). With regard to the relationship between the technocratization of a firm and

spécifie characteristics of its CEO, one might intuitively assume that there is a relatively

tight relationship even though this bas only been partially de.monstrated.

Two other properties of firms associated with spécifie character traits of the CEO, namely,

formalization and centralization, appear to be negatively associated with innovativeness

(Cohn and Turyn, 1984; Hage and Aiken, 1970, 1967). It appears that decentralization

stimulâtes creativity, even though one could provide some support for the opposite claim,

i.e. that greater centralization can also facilitate the adoption décision, e.g. by limiting the

number ofpeople involve'd (Zaltman et al., 1973; Normann, 1971; Rogers and Shoemaker,

1971).

3. Methodology

3a. Choice of research variables and their operational measures

From our synthesis and analysis of the literature presented previously, we have retained five

sets of variables (Figure l). The first set constitutes the dépendent variable, while the next

four sets correspond to the independent variables.



The dépendent variable

In the literature on innovation, many authors have noted that the results of research in this

field are unstable, not convergent, uninterpretable and even contradictory (Meyer and Goes,

1988, 1987; Pennings, 1987; Kimberiy, 1987, 1981; Ettlie et al., 1984; Tornatzky and Klein,

1982; Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981; Downs and Mohr, 1976).

The first difficulty is closely linked to the large number of définitions available for the term

"innovation". For some people (e.g. Mohr, 1969), innovation represents a structural

reorganization of the firm; for others (e.g. Julien et al., 1988), the introduction of a new

production process; and for yet others (e.g. Miller and Toulouse, 1982), the création of a

new product. For Dewar and Dutton (1986), innovation is defined on the basis of the type

of change it causes in the firm.

Given that innovation constitutes the dépendent variable in the majority of studies, the

problems created by the difficulty in grasping its nature have resulted, according to some

authors, in viewpoints that are both fragmentary and contradictory (Dewar and Dutton,

1986). According to Downs and Mohr (1976), there are two classes of attributes that can

be used to identify types of innovations: primary attributes, which relate to the object (the

innovation) and are independent of the subject (the organization), and secondary attributes,

which vary according to the perception that the subjects have of the object. Thus, certain

attributes of an innovation might be the same for all organizations whereas others vary

according to the type of organization in question. According to the authors, it is the

secondary attributes that are most likely to indicate the innovative character of an

organization. Nevertheless, in most studies no distinction is made between the primary and

secondary attributes, which leads to uninterpretable results in many cases, as it is impossible

to distinguish the effect of a given déterminant on a particular type of innovation in a

spécifie organization.
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To cômpensate for the methodological difficulties associated with the choice of the

dépendent variable, we must identify the innovation being considérée} as precisely as

possible, since there are fundamental différences between différent types of innovation. We

have retained innovations that have the same primary attribute: thèse innovations all

correspond to computer-based technologies. The typology proposed in figure 2 is derived

from empirical research (Statistics Canada, 1989; Lefebvre and Lefebvre, 1988) and includes

applications associated with both computer-based administrative and manufacturing

applications. Thèse technologies are becoming more and more integrated, especially in the

manufacturing sector, and it is therefore increasingly diffîcult to dissociate them (Taylor et

al., 1986; Goldhar and Jelinek, 1985; Child et al., 1983).

As to the secondary attribute of thèse innovations, we have chosen the criterion proposed

recently by Dewar and Dutton (1986) and Ettlie et al. (1984) in their empirical studies.

According to thèse authors, an innovation may be radical or incremental, depending on the

organizational and industrial contexts considered. To qualify the dépendent variable, a

group of experts familiar with the computerized processes generally found in the sector in

question was asked to classify on a scale of l to 7 (where l = innovations of a more

incremental nature and 7 = innovations of a more radical nature) each of the 21

innovations.

A weighted sum was then calculated based on the mean rank (r,) attributed by the panel of

experts to each of the 21 innovations, taking into account the présence or absence of each
21

innovation for each firm considérée}. This weighted sum ( s r-^ where x, = l for the
i=l

présence of innovation i, and 0 for the absence of innovation i) is considérée! as a proxy of

the degree of innovativeness of a firm and is the dépendent variable used in this research.
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The independent variables

The independent variables relate to certain characteristics of the firm's CEO that are

directly linked to the adoption of innovations. The choice of thèse variables is justified by

the theoretical considérations of the spécifie research problem presented above.

In the first set of variables are included sue variables which allow one to measure the CEOs

académie and professional expérience, including his technical training (V5), his level of

éducation (V6) and the extent of his job expérience in the domain (V2, V3, V4). The fîrst

variable, that is, whether the CEO is also the owner of the company, represents one way of

measuring the mobility of top executives, which is also captured by the second variable.

This first variable bas been retained since there appear to be many points of divergence

between the profiles of CEO owners and CEOs who are not owners (Castaldi, 1986;

Brockhaus, 1982, 1980; Decks, 1976). The only psrceptual variable in the first set is the

nature of the CEOs job-related expérience (V4), as expressed by the measure proposed by

Collins et al. (1988).

The second, third and fourth sets of variables consist of perceptual variables that are

measured using constmcts previously defined and tested (see Figure l).

The control variables

The "a priori" control variables which were most readily available were the size measured

in terms of the number of employées, and the sector of industrial activity. The "a posteriori"

control variables were the présence of a head office and the size of the firm as measured

by total annual sales.
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3b. Choice of organizational context

Many studies have demonstrated the importance of structural characteristics during the

adoption of innovations. For example, one must bear in mind the size of the firm

(Rothwell, 1978) and the sector in which it opérâtes (Chakrabarti, 1990). The failure to

consider certain organizational characteristics may partly explain why certain research results

are so contradictory.

The sample examined in this study is very precisely defined: it consists of manufacturing

firms operating in Québec in the plastics sector with between 10 and 200 employées. The

arbitrarily set lower limit allows us to exclude the very smallest companies, which, as a

group, have adopted very few process innovations. This type of a priori exclusion has also

been practised in other studies for the same reasons (e.g. Statistics Canada, 1989). As well,

thèse very small firms would not présent some of the characteristics which most interest us,

such as technocratization. The upper limit (less than 200 employées) forms one of the

acceptée! définition of small and medium-sized companies (MIC, 1987).

It was decided that firms in the plastics sector would be studied because all the

computerized process innovations presented in Figure 2 could potentially be used there. As

well, this sector is penetrated to a relatively high degree by the innovations (Statistics

Canada, 1989; Industrial Technology Institute, 1987). This sector is also very homogeneous,

as the industry is concentrated largely on finished and semi-finished product manufacturing.

Certain companies in this sector are involved in assembling and making plastic and

composite components. Other companies transform raw materials by moulding opérations

(extrusion, injection and compression).
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3c. Data collection and analysis

The panel of experts

The task of the panel of experts was to détermine whether each of the 21 innovations

presented in Figure 2 was of an incremental or a radical nature. A total of 20 experts from

various domains (académie, public or parapublic and private) familiar with the particular

context of small manufacturing firms took part in this suryey. Each expert was contacted

in person in order to ensure his participation as well as to familiarize him with the survey

objectives.

The field study

The study was carried out by means of a questionnaire sent by mail and accompanied by an

explanatory letter. The CEOs of 366 manufacturing firms, comprising all the small and

medium-sized firms active in the plastics sector in Québec, received this questionnaire. The

questionnaire had previously been pretested on 10 people includmg CEOs of small

manufacturing firms and académies. The choice of a fîrm's CEO as the one and only

respondent is justified by the study's theoretical framework.

The participants were assured of strict confidentiality. The CEOs of 95 companies agreed

to take part in the survey, a response rate of 26.3%, while five of the 366 questionnaires sent

out were returned by the post office, stamped "address unknown". No register of names was

kept. In order to respect the size criteria, one firm had to be excluded, as it was found to

have more than 200 employées. An additional 20 firms reporting to a head office were also

removed in order to avoid situations where technological choices could be dictated by the

head office. AU subsequent statistical analysis is therefore carried out on 74 firms.
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Questionnaires were coded and the data carefiilly validated. Constmct reliability was

assessed for all multi-item variables. Cronbach coefficients rangea from .79 to .94, well

exceeding the guidelines set by Van de Ven and Ferry (1980).

Data analysis was carried out in several consécutive steps. First, a comparative analysis of

less innovative and more innovative firms based on their degree of innovativeness is

présentée! in table l. Since the two groups of firms differ significantly on a radier large

number of variables, it was decided to investigate which of thèse best discriminate the two

groups. To find out, two multivariate analyses were conducted. A varimax rotated factor

analysis (table 2) was performed in order to uncover the stmcture within the variable sets

and identify key underlying dimensions. The orthogonal factors obtained from the factor

analysis were then entered in a stepwise discriminant analysis (table 3), thus eliminating

problems of multicollinearity and providing a more comprehensive picture of what actually

distinguishes firms with differing degrees of innovativeness.

4. Results and discussion

4a. Characteristics of CEOs in the more innovative firms

Table l shows the results of the comparative analysis carried out on the two groups of

companies. The first group comprises firms that have scored lower than the médian value

on the degree of innovativeness and will be referred to as the "less innovative firms". The

second group corresponds to the "more innovative firms" having scored higher than the

médian value. One should bear in mind that the degree of innovativeness captures the

radical/incremental nature of the innovations considered.

Radical innovations demand a high level of internai expertise (Dewar and Dutton, 1986).

As a result, a technical éducation and/or expérience on the part of the CEO would faveur

their adoption. Table l clearly shows that this is the case: the CEOs of the more
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innovative firms are significantly more likely to have a technical éducation or considérable

functional expérience in engineering or production as opposed to accounting or finance.

Radical innovations bring about major and profound changes that require a very positive

attitude on the part of top management, as is clearly confirmed by table l. A distinctly

more favourable attitude towards technological change and risk, a more proactive attitude

and an internai locus of control are all factors associated with the more innovative firms.

Radical innovations imply new éléments, numerous uncertainties and unpredictable

diffîculties. Thèse innovations are considérée} to be potentially disruptive, even threatening

(Ettlie et al., 1984). As a result, it appears that their adoption in a small business context

would necessitate a very intense and systematic research process, a planning horizon that

is not simply focussed on the short term, more detaiïed analyses and a greater consciousness

of the stratégie orientation of the company. AU of thèse predictions are borne out by the

results shown in table l. Note that external information has less weight than internai

information for both groups.

Organizational structures and their relationship with the adoption of innovations have

received the attention of a number of researchers (e.g. Collins et al., 1988). Nevertheless,

there are contradictory results in terms of the type of innovation and the organizational

context. Technocratization, reflecting the concentration of technical personnel, is said to

faveur incremental innovations because innovative efforts become institutionalized (Hage,

1980). In our opinion, this argument hardly applies to small and medium-sized companies

but only to the larger firms studied by Hage. More recently, Ettlie et al. (1984)

demonstrated that an aggressive technological policy linked to a concentration of specialists

favoured radical innovations. In the same vein, Dewar and Dutton (1986) came to the

conclusion that technocratization is the major élément in the adoption of radical

innovations, which our results undeniably support. The larger the number of technical

employées, the better new ideas, new technologies and new procédures can be understood

and implemented.
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Although centralization is sometimes positively and sometimes negatively associated with

innovation, we share the opinion of Dewar and Dutton (1986), according to whom the

profound changes generated by innovations of a more radical nature necessitate a

concentration of decision-making power. But radical innovations also demand an enormous

amount of flexibility and adaptation, as the phrase "controlled chaos", used by Quinn (1985a)

to describe this phenomenon, indicates. Although the concentration of decision-making

power is very high for both groups, it is still somewhat higher for the radical group.

Nevertheless, the élément "formalization" reveals much larger différences, the "less

innovative" group having more formai structures.

The analysis of table l would not be complète without examining the effect of the control

variables, and especially the effect of size. The results of previous research have been

divided with regard to the variable "size". Some studies have shown that small companies

are the most innovative (Rothwell, 1978; Globerman, 1975). Nevertheless, the opposite

hypothesis, i.e. that the degree of innovativeness is directly proportional to size, has been

supported by work by Moch and Morse (1977), Armour and Teece (1980), and Kimberly

and Evanisko (1981). One might suppose that the radical character of an innovation would

have some effect on this relationship. Rothwell (1978) explains his results by emphasizing

that small and medium-sized companies will not become innovative if this transformation

requires a large financial investment. As well, it is clear that an increase in the size of a

company is not likely to promote the type of structural adaptation that is favourable to the

émergence of an innovative character (Moch and Morse, 1977; Zaltman et al., 1973; Inkson

et al., 1970). In our study, size is not signifîcantly associated with any particular type of

innovation. As it happens, both groups of companies have a remarkably similar volume of

sales. However, one should bear in mind that our sampled firms were quite homogeneous

in terms of size.
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4b. CIassifying firms according to their degree of innovativeness

Results of the factor analysis (principal components with varimax rotation) satisfy the

sampling adequacy test (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 0.81) and are presented in table

2. The four factors obtained explain 74.6% of the variance, which is also satisfactory. The

first factor, which in itself represents 49.4% of the explained variance, is largely dominated

by the attitude towards risk, futurity and the systematic search for internai information,

closely followed by proactive attitude and analytical ability. To a lesser degree, expérience

in engineering/production is also important. More marginally, we observe quîte important

contributions at the level of self-confidence and the systematic search for external

information. The composition of this first factor is difficult to détermine and we have

chosen to limit ourselves to the sue most important contributions. Thèse contributions are

highlighted in table 2. They refer at the same time to attitudes and characteristics of the

decision-making pro.cess that are intimately linked to the entrepreneurial character and to

the functional expérience of the CEO in engineering/production. This suggests a spécifie

entrepreneurial profile associated with the innovative and technological character of the

industrial sector in which this research has been carried out. We have this called this first

factor "entrepreneurial character".

The next three factors présent little interpretive difficulty. The second factor clearly

represents the functional expérience in administrative fields. Equally obviously, factor three

is dominated by the number of years of service (tenure) and factor four by a single variable

related to organizational structure, centralization.

Let us note that educational level, awareness of strategy and two variables relating to

organizational structure, technocratization and formalization, play a secondary rôle in the

formation of factors. It seems as well that organizational stmctures as a whole have little

influence in comparison to the CEOs characteristics. Will the four factors set out here allow

us to discriminate among companies according to their degree of innovativeness? That is
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what we will try to find out in the next section.

Discriminant analysis on the basis of a firm's level of innovativeness reveals the présence

of three discriminating factors. Thèse three factors allow us to correctly classify 76.1% of

the firms, which is highly satisfactory. It is the "more innovative" group of companies which

has a higher rate of classification (84.2%) and thus it is this group where the CEOs

influence is most déterminant. It should be noted that the two groups of companies were

determined starting from the médian, which does not leave any room for a grey area. The

global classification rate would certainly have been much higher if we had taken the first

and last quartiles.

On the basis of the results in this table, a number of observations become apparent. First,

the CEO of a more innovative company has a very distinctive profile. Second, the

entrepreneurial character (factor l) constitutes the most important dimension permittîng one

to dissociate the firms not only according to the nature of the innovations adopted but also

according to their degree of innovativeness. Third, organizational structures do not appear

to be as important as the personal characteristics of the CEO, his attitudes and personality

traits and the characteristics of his decision-making process. Thèse three observations lead

us to conclude that the CEO in a small fîrm typically plays the rôle of the champion of

innovation, whose présence is a prerequisite for any innovation to be adopted (Ettlie et al.,

1984; Chakrabarti, 1974). The notion of the champion goes back to Schôn's 1963 study,

which showed that, in order to overcome the indifference and résistance caused by major

technological changes, it is necessary that there be a champion who will sponsor the ideas

proposed, actively and vigorously promote them through the various communication

channels and even risk his or her prestige and position to ensure the success of the adopted

innovations. Schôn specified that as soon as there is any discussion of a radical innovation,

a champion is necessary.

Schôn's opinion has been echoed in a number of domains and case studies (e.g. Dean, 1987;

Ettlie et al., 1984). But champions of innovation can play varions rôles: there are
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"technology champions", "project champions" and "executive champions" (Maidîque, 1980).

In the context of a small company, the CEO plays virtually aiï thèse rôles (Dean, 1987;

Maidique, 1980). One very récent study (Howell and Higgins, 1990) bas shown that

champions of technological innovations are significantly more likely to take risks and favour

spending on innovations, characteristics which are very similar to those we have obser/ed

in the CEOs of more innovative firms.

5. Study Limitations

Admittedly, any field study will pose some problems of validity and reliability. In the

framework of this research, the nature and size of the sample impose certain limits on the

external validity of the results. The companies chosen belong to a spécifie industrial sector,

and one that is relatively innovative with regard to the adoption of new technologies

(Statistics Canada, 1989). Although we think that the results obtained here are

generalizable to other sectors of activity, we cannot provide statistical proof of this.

The choice of CEOs as respondents is dictated by the very goal of this research; it is

naturally impossible to check their honesty or to compare their perceptions to reality.

Attempting to correct for this bias would require a methodological procédure that permitted

the comparison of results from various levels of respondents, with certain levels confirming

the CEOs perceptions, and the participation of an objective evaluator (who would have to

come from outside the organization in question).

Within the adoption factor studied, we have restricted ourselves to the absolute minimum

number of research variables. The addition of other variables would certainly have lowered

the response rate but could, on the other hand, have enriched the interprétation of the

results, making it possible to be more précise. Consider, for example, certain personality

traits such as the need for accomplishment, which is very closely linked to entrepreneurial

success (McClelland, 1961; Roberts, 1991) and which was recently shown to be a

characteristic of champions of innovation (Howell and Higgins, 1990).
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6. Conclusion

The analysis of the results obtained here allows one to make certain général statements

which are of considérable interest. First of all, there are significant différences were found

between CEOs of the more and of the less innovative firms. This suggests that if individual

différences are not borne in mind when studying fàctors relating to the adoption of new

technologies, certain crucial variables may be neglected, at least in the context of smaller

businesses. Further, it would appear that the combined effect of a substantial number of

entrepreneurial characteristics is required to promote innovativeness within a firm.

Secondly, results seem to show the primacy of variables related to the individual (i.e. the

CEO) over stmctural characteristics such as centralization, technocratization and

formalization which were previously found to be high predictors of change in automaticity

(Collins et al., 1988). This could be explained by the differing organizational context of the

two studies thus indicating that factors influencing technology adoption could vary with the

organizational context.

Finaiïy, one secondary attribute of innovations (incremental versus radical) has permîtted

us to define more adequately the degree of innovativeness of a firm. This redefinition of

the degree of innovativeness permits a more subtle gradation capturing both a traditional

measure (number of innovations) as well as the nature of thèse innovations. The score

obtained in this manner appears to be préférable to the well-known Khandwalla score,

based on fuced, pre-established criteria that do not take into account either the

organizational context (multinationals versus small or medium-sized firms) or the sector

(certain industrial sectors being more advanced than others with regard to the adoption of

new technologies).
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The results of this study are intended to better pin down and define the nature of the

adoption and spread of new technologies in our manufacturing companies. In this respect,

it is essential to point out the différent dimensions pf the rôle of the CEO during the

adoption of new technologies. Perhaps we can now better understand one of the crucial

factors in the adoption of new technologies in smaller manufacturing firms and ultimately

formulate politicàl choices and training programs capable of supporting and promoting

efforts relating to the technological imperative.
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Figure l
Research Variables and their Operational Measures

Dépendent value

degree of innovativeness Inspired by Dewar and Dutton (1986) and Khandwalla (1977)

Independent variable

i) Personal characteristics of CEO
VI: firm's owner Used by Khan and Manopichetwattana (1989)
V2: years in this sector Used by Jarymiszyn et al. (1985)
V3: years as CEO Used by Jarymiszyn et al. (1985)
V4: functional expérience Used by Collins et al. (1988)
V5: technical training Used by Julien et al. (1988)
V6: level of éducation Standard govemmental classification

ii) Attitudes and personality traits of CEO
V7: attitude towards technological . . •

change Used by Julien et al. (1988) and Nasbeth (1973)
V8: attitude towards risk Adapted from Khan and Manopichetwattana (1989)
V9: proactive attitude Adapted from Khan and Manopichetwattana (1989)
V10: locus of control Used by Lumpkin (1988)

iii) Characteristics of CEOs decision-making process
VU: systematic external search for

information Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)
V 12: systematic internai search for

information Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)
V13: futurity Adapted from Khan and Manopichetwattana (1989)
V14: analytical ability Adapted from Khan and Manopichetwattana (1989)
V15: stratégie awareness Adapted from IChan and Manopichetwattana (1989)

iv) Firm characteristics linked to CEOs influence
V16: technocratization Used by Collins et al. (1988) and Julien et al. (1988)
V17: centralization Used by Cohn and Turyn (1984) and Hage and Aiken

(1970, 1967)
V18: formalization Used by Cohn and Turyn (1984)
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Figure 2
Typology of the innovations considered

Comouter-based administrative applications
Accounts payable/accounts receivable
Inventory management
Sales analysis
Payroll
Billing
Cost accounting
Opérations management
Word processing
Electronic mail/electronic filing

Computer-based manufacturine apDlications

Production Technology
Computer-assisted design (CAD) and/or Computer-assisted engineering (CAE)
CAD output used to control manufacturing machines (CAD/CAM)
Digital représentation of CAD output used in procurement activities
Artificial intelligence (AI) and/or expert Systems (ES)

Fabrication and Assembly
Flexible manufacturing cells (FMC) or Systems (FMS)
Numerical control machines (NC)
Materials working lasers
Pick and place robots
Other robots

Automated Material Handling
Automated storage and retrieval System (AS/RS)
Automated guided vehicle System (AGVS)

Automated Sensor-Based Inspection and/or Test Equipment
Performed on incoming or in-process materials
Performed on final product

Communications and Control
Local area network for technical data
Local area network for factory use

Inter company computer network linking plant to subcontractors
Computers used for control on the factory floor

Manufacturing Information Systems
Materials-requirements planning (MRP)
Manufacturing resource planning (MRP)
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Indcpcndent variables

VI: firm's owner (%)
V2: years in this sector

V3: years as CEO
V4: functional expérience (l)

in accounting/finances
in sales/marketing
in engineering/production
in human resources

V5: technical training (%)
V6: level of éducation (3)

V7: attitude towards technological changes (l)
V8: attitude towards risk (l)
V9: proactive attitude (l)

V10: locus of control (2)

VU: systematic external search for infonnation (l)

V12: systematic internai search for infonnation (l)
V13: futurity (l)
V14: analyticalability (l)
V15: stratégie awareness (l)

V16: technocratizalion
V17: centralization (l)
VIS: formalization (l)

Size (In of annual sales)

Lcss

uuiovativc

finns (4)

68.3

17.0

9.1

5.2

5.1

3.1

4.9

7.1

1.7

4.9

2.8

3.3

4.0

3.4

4.1

3.2

2.9

3.8

2.1

5.8

5.0

15.9

More
innova Uvc

finns(4)

86.7
Ï4S
9.9

3.9

4.9

5.5
4.3

50.0
2.0

3.5

4.9

5.8

2.7

4.6

5.6

5.0

4.8

5.1

9.3

6.0

3.7

15.6

Lcvcl of significance

(5)

.037*

.166

.349

.000***

.305

.000*"

.055

.000"*

.180

.œ5 **

.000"*

.000 •**

.000***

.002 *•

.000"*

.000*"

.000"*

.001 ••

.000*"

.205

.001 "

.218

(l) Measured on 7 point Likert scale where l = lower values and 7 = higher values (with the exception of V7 which is a reversed scale).

(2) A low value indicates an internai locus of control whereas a high value indicates an extemal locus of control.

(3) Ordinal scale graduated from 0 to 5 indicating the achieved level of éducation where 0 corresponds to secondary schooland 5 doctoral

level studies.

(4) Sample is split into two halves according to the médian value of the degree of innovativeness.

(5) Unilatéral test: yi test for variables VI and V5 and t-test for remaining variables.

"• p < 0.001 .

" p < 0.01

p < 0.05
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Table 2

Results of factor analysis using varimax rotation (n = 74)

Indépendant variables

V2: years in this sector

V3: years as CEO

V4: functional expérience
in accounting/finances

in sales/marketing

in engineering/production

in human resources

V6: levet of éducation

V8: attitude towards risk

V9: proactive attitude

V10: locus of control

VU: systematic extemal seareh

for information

V12: systematic internai search

for information

V13; futurity

V14: analytical ability

V15: stratégie awareness

V16: technocratization

V17: centralization

V18: formalization

Cumulative percentage of

explained variance

Factor l

-0.26

0.01

-0.48

-0.22

OS1

-0.16

0.16

0.92

QSJ

-0.72

0.71

0.91

0.92

0.88

0.61

0.55

0.31

-0.67

49.4%

Factor 2

0.21

-0.19

0.75

0.7?

-0.28

OS9

-0.07

-0.12

-0.24

0.14

-0.29

-0.15

-0.16

-0.16

-0.20

-0.16

-0.12

0.44

59.9%

Factor3

OM

OS2

0.07

0.07

0.10

-0.10

-0.58

-0.21

-0.13

0.04

-0.13

0.01

-0.09

-0.12

-0.23

-0.33

-0.08

0.29

68.0%

Pactor4

0.06

-0.06

-0.11

-0.04

0.06

0.01

0.56

0.01

0.18

-0.26

0.11

0.17

-0.02

-0.03

0.00

-055

0.71

-0.17

74.6%

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure = 0.80691 (sample adequacy test)
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Table 3

Results of Iterative Discriminant Analysis
(n = 74)

Classification of "more innovative" and "less innovative" companies.

Three factors were retained in the following order:
factor l - "entrepreneurial characteristics"

factor 3 - "tenure" (number of years of service)
factor 2 - "administrative expérience"

predicted membership
"less "more

innovative" innovative1'

"less innovative" 70.4% 29.6%

actual membership

"more innovative" 15.8% 84.2%

The discriminant fonction significantly differentiates between the two groups (p = 0.0000)
and gives a global classification rate of 76.1%.
Box's M = 4.2 with a level of significance of 0.70 (l).

(l) This test, also known as the matrix covariance equality test, allows us to accept the null hypothesis whereby the covariance matrices
are equal. Considering the size of the sample, the hypothesis of multivariate normality is not rejected. Finally, there can be no

multicollinearity beween the factors because the varimax rotation yields orthogonal factors. The fundamental hypothèses for carrying

out a discriminant analysis are thus respected.



27

REFERENCES

ADLER, P.S., (1989), "Technology Strategy: A Guide to the Literature" in R.S. Rosenbloom
and R.A. Burgelman (eds.), Research on Technological Innovation, Management and Policy,
4, pp. 25-151.

AGUILAR, F.J., (1967), Scanning the Business Environment, New York, Macmillan.

ARMOUR, H.O. and D.J. TEECE, (1980), "Vertical Intégration and Technological
Innovation", Review of Economies and Statistics, 62, pp. 470-474.

BAKOS, J.Y. and M.E. TREACY, (1986), "Information Technology and Corporate Strategy:
A Research Perspective", MIS Quarterly, june, pp. 106-119.

BARANSON, J., (1981), The Japanese Challenge to U.S. Industry, Lexington Books.

BEATTy, R.P. and E.J. ZAJAC, (1987), "CEO Change and Firm Performance in Large
Corporations: Succession Effects and Manager Effects", Stratégie -Management Journal, 8,

pp. 305-317.

BENJAMIN, R.L, J.F. ROCKART, M.S. SCOTT MORTON and WYMAN, (1984),
"Information Technology: A Stratégie Opportunity", Sloan Management Review, 25(3), pp.
3-14.

BLOIS, KJ., (1988), "Automated Manufacturing Créâtes Market Opportunities", Journal of
Général Management, 13(4), pp. 57-73.

BROCKHAUS, R.H., (1982a), Encyclopedia of Entrepreneurshîp, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall.

BROCKHAUS, R.H., (1982b), "The Psychology of the Entrepreneur", in Kent, Sexton,
Vesper (eds.), Encyclopedia of Entrepreneurship, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, Prentice Hall.

BROCKRAUS, R.H., (1980), "Risk Taking Propensity of Entrepreneurs", Academy of
Management Journal, 23(3), pp. 509-520.

BROCKHAUS, R.H., (1975), "I.E. Locus ofControl Scores as Predictors of Entrepreneurial
Intentions", Proceedings ofAcademy Management, pp. 433-435.

CASTALDI, R.M., (1986), "An Analysis of the Work Rôles of CEOs of Small Firms",
American Journal of Small Business, summer, pp. 53-64.

CHAKRABARTI, A.K., (1990), "Innovation and Productivity: An Analysis ofthe Chemical,
Textiles and Machine Tools Industries in the U.S.", Research Policies, 19, pp. 257-269.



28

CHAKRABARTI, A.K., (1974), "The Rôle of the Champion in Product Innovation",
Califomia Management Review, 17, pp. 58-62.

CHILD, J. et al., (1983), "A Priée to Pay? Professionalism and Work Organization in Britain
and West Germany", Sociology, 17(1), pp. 63-78.

CHRISTIANSEN, G.B. and J.S. HOGENDORN, (1983), "Japanese Productivity: Adapting
to Changing Comparative Advantage in the Face of Lifetime Employment Commitments",
Quarterly Review of Economies and Business, 23(1), pp. 23-39.

COHN, S.F. and R.M. TURYN, (1984), "Organizational Stmcture, Decision-Making
Procédures and the Adoption of Innovations", IEEE Trans-Engineering Management, EM.31,
pp. 154-161.

COLE, R.E., (1980), "Learning from the Japanese - Prospects and Pitfalls", Management
Review, pp. 22-42.

COLLINS, P.D., J. HAGE and F.M. HULL, (1988), "Organizational and Technological
Predictors of Change in Automaticity", Academy of Management Journal, 31(3), pp. 512-543.

D'AMBOISE, G., (1989), La PME canadienne: situation et défis, L'Institat de recherches
politiques, les Presses de l'Université Lavai, Québec.

DAVIS, D.D., (1986), "Integrating Technological, Manufacturing, Marketing and Human
Resource Stratégies", in Managing Technological Innovation: D.D. Davis and Associâtes
(eds.), pp. 256-290.

DEAN, J.W., (1987), "Building the Future: The Justification Process for New Technology",
in New Technology as Organizational Innovation, J.M. Pennings and A. Buitendam, Ballinger
Publishing Company, pp. 35-58.

DEARDEN, J. (1969), "The Case Against ROI Control", Harvard Business Review, May-
June, pp. 124-135.

DECKS, J., (1976), The Small Finn Owner-Manager: Entrepreneurial Behaviour and
Management Practice, New York, Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

DEWAR, R.D. and J.E. DUTTON, (1986), "The Adoption of Radical and Incremental
Innovations: An Empirical Analysis", Management Science, 32(11), pp. 1422-1433.

DOWNS, G.W. and L.B. MOHR, (1976), "Conceptual Issues in the Study of Innovation",
Administrative Science Quarterly, 21, pp. 700-714.



29

DURAND, D.E. and D. SHEA, (1974), "Entrepreneurial Activity As, a Function of
Achievement Motivation and Reinforcement Control", Journal of Psychology, 88, pp. 57-63.

ETTLIE, J.E, W.P. BRIDGES and R.D. O'KEEFE, (1984), "Organization Strategy and
Structural Différences for Radical Versus Incremental Innovation", Management Science,

30(6); pp. 682-695.

FARLEY, J.U, B. KAHN, D.R. LEHMANN and W.L. MOORE, (1987), "Modeling the
Choice to Automate", Sloan Management Review, winter, pp. 5-15.

FINNIE, J., (1988), "The Rôle of Financial Appraisal in Décisions to Acquire Advanced
Manufacturing Technology", Accounting and Business Resewch, 18(7), pp. 133-139.

FOSTER, R., (1986), Innovation: The Attacker's Advantage, McKinsey.

GERSTEIN, M. and H. REISMAN, (1982), "Creating Compétitive Advantage with
Computer Technology", The Journal of Business Strategy, 3(1), pp. 53-60.

GINZBERG, E. and G. VOJTA, (1985), Beyond Human Scale: The Large Corporation at
Risk, Basic Books, New York.

GLOBERMAN, S., (1975), "Technological Diffusion in the Canadian Carpet Industry",
Research Policy, 4, pp. 129-148.

GOLDHAR, J.D. and M. JELINEK-, (1985), "Computer Integrated Flexible Manufacturing:
Organizational, Economie and Stratégie Implications", Interfaces, 15(3), pp. 94-105.

HAGE, J., (1980), Théories of Organization: Form, Process and Transformation, John Wiley
and Sons, New York.

RAGE, J. and M. AIKEN, (1970), Social Change in Complex Organizations, Random House,
New York.

HAGE, J. and M. AIKEN, (1967), "Program Change and Organizational Properties: A
Comparative Analysis", American Journal of Psychology, 72, pp. 503-519.

HARRIS, J.M., R.W. SHAW and W.P. SOMMERS, (1983), "The Stratégie Management of
Technology", Planning Review, january.

HAYES, R., (1981), "Why Japanese Factories Work", Harvard Business Review, july-august,
pp. 56-66.



30

HAYES, R.H. and W.J. ABERNATHY, (1980), "Managing our Way to Economie Décline",
Harvard Business Review, july-august, pp. 67-77.

RAYES, R.H. and D.A. GARVIN, (1982), "Managing as if Tomorrow Mattered", Harvard
Business Review, may-june, pp. 70-79.

HAYES, R.H. and S.C. WHEELWRIGHT, (1984), Restoring our Compétitive Edge:
Competing Through Manufacturing, John Wiley, p. 427.

HOWELL, J.M. and C.A. HIGGINS, (1990), "Champions and Technological Innovation",
Administrative Science Quarterly, 35, pp. 317-341.

INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE, (1987), "Technology Patterns and
Applications", Frostbelt Automation, l.

INKSON, J.H.K, D.S. PUGH and D. J. HICKSON, (1970), "Organization Content and
Structure: An Abbreviated Replication", Administrative Science Quarterly, 15, pp. 318-329.

ISHIDA, H., (1980), "The Japanese Style of Management", Sumitomo Quarterly, 1(3), p. 19.

JARYMISZYN, P., K.B. CLARK and L.H. SUMMERS, (1985), "Chief Executive
Background and Firm Performance", in The Uneasy Alliance: Managing the Productivity -
Technology Dilemna, K.B. Clark, R.H. Hayes and C. Lorenz (eds.), Harvard Business School

Press, pp. 115-136.

JUDSON, A.S., (1984), "Productivity Strategy and Business Strategy: Two Sides ofthe Same
Coin", Interfaces, 14(1), pp. 103-115.

JULIEN, P.A., J.B. CARRIERE and L. HÊBERT, (1988), "La diffusion des nouvelles
technologies dans trois secteurs industriels", Conseil de la Science et de la technologie,
Québec, document no. 88-03.

JULIEN, P.A. and M. MARCHESNAY, (1988), La Petite Entreprise, Librairie Vuibert,
Paris, pp. 288.

KANTROW, A.M., (1980), "The Strategy/Technology Connection", Harvard Business Review,
53(4), pp. 16-21.

KAPLAN, R.S., (1983), "Measuring Manufacturing Performance: A New Challenge for
Management Accounting Research", The Accounting Review, october, pp. 686-705.



31

KAPLAN, R.S., (1984a), "Yesterday's Accounting Undermines Production", Harvard Business
Review, july-august, pp. 95-101.

KAPLAN, R.S., (1984b), "The Evolution of Management Accounting", The Accounting
Review, july, pp. 390-418.

KETS DE VRIES, M. and D. MILLER, (1984), TheNeurotic Organization, Jossey-Bass, San
Francisco.

KHAN, A.M. and V. MANOPICHETWATTANA, (1989), "Innovative and Non-innovative
Small Firms: Types and Characteristics", Management Science, 35(5), pp. 597-606.

KHANDWALLA, P.N., (1977), The Design of Organhations, Harcourt Bruce Jovanovich Inc.,
New York.

KIMBERLY, J.R. and M.J. EVANISKO, (1981), "Organizatinal Innovation: The Influence
oflndividual, Organizational and Contextual Factors on Hospital Adoption ofTechnological
and Administrative Innovations", Academy of Management Journal, 24, pp. 689-713.

KIMBERLY, J.R., (1981), "Managerial Innovation", in Handbook of Organizational Design,
P. Nystrem and W. Satrbuck (eds.), New York, Oxford University Press.

KIMBERLY, J.R., (1987), "Organizational and Contextual Influences on the Diffusion of
Technological Innovation" in New Technology as Organizational Innovation, J.M. Pennings
and A. Buitendam (eds.), Ballinger Publishing Company, pp. 237-260.

KUMAR, V. and S. LOO, (1988), "The Adoption ofAdvanced Manufacturing Technologies:
An Analysis of the Investment Decision-Making Process", Proceedings of POM-ASAC
Conférence, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.

LAWRENCE, P., (1980), Managers and Management in West Germany, New York, St-
Martin's Press.

LEFEBVRE, L.A., E. LEFEBVRE and J. DUCHARME, (1989), "Introduction and Use of
Cpmputers in Small Business: A Study of the Perceptions and Expectations of Managers",
Department of Communications, Government of Canada, MCC-CWARC-DLR-85/6-009,
pp. 105.

LEFEBVRE, L.A. and E. LEFEBVRE, (1988), "The Impact of Information Technology on
Employment and Productivity: A Survey", National Productivity Review, 7(3), pp. 219-228.



32

LEFEBVRE, LA, E. LEFEBVRE and J. DUCHARME, (1985), "Les entreprises
québécoises: situation actuelle et perspectives futures". Revue internationale de gestion,
10(4), pp. 31-34.

LIMPRECHT and R. HAYES, (1982), "Germany's Worid Class Manufacturers", Harvard
Business Review, november-december, pp. 137-145.

LITVAK, I.A. and T.N. WARNER, (1987), "Multinationals, Advanced Manufacturing
Technologies, and Canadian Public Policy", Business Quarterly, summer, pp. 14-19.

LUMPKIN, J.R., (1988), "Establishing the Validity of an Abbreviated Locus of Control
Scale: is a Brief Levenson's Scale Any Better? Psychological Reports, 63, pp. 519-523.

MAIDIQUE, MA. and R.H. HAYES, (1984), "The Art of High Technology Management",
Sloan Management Review, pp. 17-31.

MAIDIQUE, MA., (1980), "Entrepreneurs, Champions and Technological Innovation",
Sloan Management Review, 21(2), pp. 59-76.

MARSLAND, S. and M. BEER, (1983), "The Evolution ofJapanese Management: Lessons
for U.S. Managers", Organizational Dynamics, winter, pp. 49-67;

McCLELLAND, D.C., (1961), TheAchieving Society, Van Nostrand, Princeton, New Jersey.

McMILLAN, CJ., (1987), "The Automation Triangle: New Paths to Productivity
Performance", Business Quarterly, summer, pp. 61-67.

MEREDITH, J., (1987), "The Stratégie Advantages of New Manufacturing Technologies for
Small Firms", Stratégie Management Journal, 8, pp. 249-258.

MEREDITH, J. and M.M. HILL, (1987), "Justifying New Manufacturing Systems: A
Managerial Approach", Sloan Management Review, summer, pp. 49-61.

MEYER, A.D. and J.B. GOES, (1988), "Organizational Assimilation of Innovations: A
Multilevel Contextual Analysis", Academy of Management Journal, 31(4), pp. 897-923.

MEYER, A.D. and J.B. GOES, (1987), "How Organizations Adopt and Implement New
Technologies", Forty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management, New Orléans,

pp. 175-179.

MILLER, D. and C. DROGE, (1986), "Traditional and Psychological Déterminants of
Organization Structure", Administrative Science Quarterly, 31, pp. 539-560.



33

MILLER, D. and J.M. TOULOUSE, (1986a), "Chief Executive Personality and Corporate
Strategy and Stmcture in Small Firms", Management Science, 32(11), pp. 1389-1409.

MILLER, D. and J.M. TOULOUSE, (1986b), "Strategy, Structure, CEO Personality and
Performance in Small Firms", American Journal of Small Business, winter, pp. 47-62.

MILLER, D. and P.H. FRIESEN, (1982), "Innovation in Conservative and Entrepreneurial
Firms: Two Models of Stratégie Momentum", Stratégie Management Journal, 3, pp. 1-25.

MILLER, D., M.F.R. KETS DE VRIES and J.M. TOULOUSE, (1982), "Top Executive
Locus of Control and its Relationship to Strategy-Making, Stmcture and Environment",
Academy of Management Journal, 25(2), pp. 237-253.

MINTZBERG, H., (1988), "Strategy-Making in Three Modes" in J.B. Quinn, H. Mintzberg
and RJ. James (eds.), The Strategy Process, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, pp. 82-89.

MOCH, M.K. and E.T. MORSE, (1977), "Size, Centralization and Organizational Adoption
of Innovations", American Sociological Review, 42, pp. 716-725.

MOHR, L.R, ( 1969), "Détermination of Innovation in Organizations", TheAmerican Political
Science Review, 63, pp. 111-126.

MUNRO, H. and H. NOORI, (1987), "Canada and New Technology, Part I: Canada's
International Performance", National Centre for Management Research and Development,

Western University, Working Paper NC87-10.

NASBETH, L., (1973), "The Diffusion of Innovation in Swedish Industry", dans Science and
Technology in Economy Growth, B.R. Williams (éd.), London, McMillan Press.

NORMANN, R., (1971), "Organizational Innovativeness: Product Variation and
Réorientation", Administrative Science Quarterly, 16, pp. 203-215.

PASCALE, R.T. and A.G. ATHOS, (1981), The Art of Japanese Management, New York,
Simon and Schuster.

PENNINGS, J.M., (1987), "On the Nature of New Technology as Organizational Innovation"
in New Technology as Organizational Innovation, J.M. Pemiïngs and A. Buitendam (eds.),
Ballinger Publishing Company, pp. 3-12.

QUINN, J.B., (1985a), "Managing Innovation: Controlled Chaos", Harvard Business Review,
may-june, pp. 73-84.



34

QUINN, J.B., (1985b), "Technological Innovation, Entrepreneurship and Strategy", Sloan
Management Review, 20(3), pp. 19-30.

ROBERTS, E.B., (1989), "The Personality and Motivations ofTechnological Entrepreneurs",
Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 6(1), pp. 5-23.

ROBERTS, E.B., (1991), "Entrepreneurs in High Technology: Lessons from MIT and
Beyond", Oxford University Press, New York, pp.385.

ROBERTS, E.B., (1969), "Entrepreneurship and Technology" in The Factors in the Transfer
of Technology, W.H. Gmber and D.G. Marquis (eds.), Cambridge, MA, MIT Press.

RQGERS, E.M., (1983), Diffusion of Innovations, 3rd édition, New York, Free Press.

ROGERS, E.M. and F.F. SHOEMAKER, (1971), Communications of Innovations, New
York, The Free Press.

ROTHWELL, R., (1978), "Small and Medium Sized Manufacturing Firms and Technological
Innovation", Management Décision, 16(6), pp. 362-369.

ROTTER, J.B., (1966), "Generalized Expectations for Internai Versus External Control of
Reinforcement", Psychological Monographs: Général and Applied, 80(1), pp.

SCHON, D.A., (1963), "Champions for Radical New Innovations", Harvard Business Review,
March-April, p. 85.

SCHONBERGER, RJ., (ï9S2\JapaneseManufacturing Techniques, New York, Free Press.

SHAPERO, A., (1975), "The Displaced, Uncomfortable Entrepreneur", Psychology Today,
9(6), pp. 83-88.

SHRIVASTAVA, P. and J.H. GRANT, (1985), "Empirically Derived Models of Stratégie
Decision-Making Processes", Stratégie Management Journal, 6, pp. 97-113.

SIMON, H.A., (1979), "Rational Decision-Making in Business Organizations", American
Economie Review, 69, pp. 493-513.

SIMON, H.A., (1977), The New Science of Management Décision, City Prentice Hall, pp.175.

SKINNER, W., (1985), Manufacturing: The Formidable Compétitive Weapon, John Wiley.

SKINNER, W., (1984), "Opérations Technology: Blind Spot in Stratégie Management",
Interfaces, 14(1), pp. 116-125.



35

SKINNER, W., (1983), "Wanted, Managers for the Factory of the Future", Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, 470, pp. 102-114.

STATISTICS CANADA, (1989), "Survey ofManufacturing Technologies", Statistical Tables,
Science Technology and Capital Stock Division.

TAYLOR, R.E., P.W. GUSTAVSON and W.S. CARTER, (1986), mManaging Technologi-
cal Innovation, D.D. Davis and associâtes (eds.), Jossey Bass Inc, pp. 154-186.

THUROW, L.C., (1987), "A Weakness in Process Technology", Science, 238, pp. 1659-1663.

TORNATZKY, L.G. and K.J. KLEIN, (1982), "Innovation Characteristics and Innovation
Adoption-Implementation", IEEE Trans Engineering Management, 29, pp. 28-45.

UTTERBACK, J.M., (1971), "The Process of Technological Innovation Within the Firm",
Academy of Management Journal, 14, pp. 75-88.

VAN DE VEN A. and D. FERRY, (1980), Measuring and Assessing Organizations, New
York, Wiley Interscience.

WHEELWRIGHT, S.C, (1981), "Japan - Where Opérations Really are Stratégie", Harvard
Business Review, july-august, pp. 67-74.

WILLIAMS, J.R. and R.S. NOVAK, (1990), "Aligning CIM Stratégies to Différent Markets",
Long Range Planning, 23(1), pp. 126-135.

ZALTMAN, G., R. DUNCAN and J. HOLBEt[, (1973), Innovations and Organizations, New
York, Wiley.




